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The reviewers were asked to make an objective scientific evaluation of the research. Specifically reviewers were asked to evaluate the clarity of hypotheses, the validity of the research design, the quality of data collection procedures, the robustness of the methods employed, the appropriateness of the methods for the hypotheses being tested, the extent to which the conclusions follow from the analysis, and the strengths and limitations of the overall product.
Summary of Peer Reviewers Comments Peer Reviewer #1
Found the manuscript to be well written and appropriate for the intended audience. The methods used appropriate for the analyses necessary to complete the intended investigation, and the findings clearly conveyed in a manner that is understandable to those who are not experts in geochemistry and radiochemistry. Peer Reviewer #1 found a few minor technical issues with the report, and none that were significant.
Peer Reviewer #2
Concluded, overall the report is well written and the table and figures in good shape. Recommended authors consider shortening the manuscript for clarity. Suggested clarifying the discussion of eolian transport of particulates to the Entrance Spring drainage and subsequent dissolution of Uranium.
Peer Reviewer #3
Concluded, the report is very relevant to its purpose and objectives and the described investigation approaches are thorough and well thought out. In general, the report is well organized. However, the reviewer requested some additional reorganization of the manuscript to provide clarity. The reviewer also suggested additional detail related to wind as a possible transport mechanism.
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All technical issues raised by Peer Reviewer #1 were addressed. In response to Peer Reviewer # comments, the manuscript was shortened and revised for clarity in response to Peer Reviewer #2 comments. In response to Peer Reviewer #3 comments, the manuscript was reorganized for clarity and additional detail related to wind as a possible transport mechanism was included.
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The published information product will be released as a USGS Scientific Investigation Report and will be available at http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/.
